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Teacher Perceptions of the 
Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) 
by 
Kelley R. Harrell 
The purpose of this quantitative study was to determine the perceptions of Pre K 
through 8th grade Tennessee teachers about the impact of Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM) evaluations on classroom instructional strategies, teacher 
planning, professional development and teacher effectiveness.  Participants in this 
study were PK-8 public school teachers from 2 districts in Northeast Tennessee who 
had been evaluated using the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM).  
Specifically this research was guided by 8 research questions on perceived changes in 
instructional strategies utilized by teachers, the perceived changes in teacher planning 
practices and lesson preparation, the perceived changes in professional development 
activities attended by the teacher and the perceived impact of teacher evaluation and 
feedback on teacher effectiveness.  A survey instrument was used to collect data.  The 
survey instrument consisted of 20 statements that asked the respondents to indicate 
their degree of agreement on a 6-point Likert scale.  Quantitative data were analyzed 
with a series of one way ANOVA tests.  Results indicated there was no significant 
difference in the instructional strategies or teacher planning dimensions of the TEAM 
Teacher Survey in relationship to years of experience or degree level.  Respondents’ 
perceptions of teacher effectiveness were not significant in relation to degree level, but 
 3 
they were significant in relation to years of experience.  The professional development 
dimension of the TEAM Teacher Survey was not significant in relation to degree level 
but was significant in relation to years of experience.   






























 This dissertation is dedicated to several family members without whom this work 
would not be possible.  Pursing a doctoral degree took time away from those I love most 
and I asked them many times for patience as I pursued my goal. 
 To my husband, Scotty, I am so thankful for your constant support and 
motivational words.  Working as a school administrator and balancing other life events 
while pursuing a doctoral degree took a great deal of sacrifice.  Your patience and 
understanding as we skipped many social events with friends so that I could work 
throughout the weekend was always appreciated.  Vacations and other family events 
were often interrupted by program requirements and you always understood and 
accepted any delays or changes we had to make to our plans.  Thank you for your love 
and support.  You never fail to tell me you are proud of my work and I will be forever 
grateful for you.  
 To my Dad, Ray Hall, who is responsible for my first memories of teaching and 
learning.  You have shaped the person I am today through your constant love and 
guidance.  Some of my first memories of school include you teaching me special ways 
to complete my math problems that seemed so much easier than the way I had learned 
in class.  I feel certain those memories pushed me into education as I hoped to make 
learning easier for other students.  Your support, both emotionally and financially, 
pushed me to complete my goal of earning a doctoral degree.  Thank you for being my 
dad and loving me unconditionally. 
 To my Mom, Gail Jarrett, thank you for showing me the benefit of hard work and 
persistence.  The example you set for me has guided my path in life and is responsible 
 5 
for much of my success as a student and educator.  I am grateful for your constant 
support and love.  You have always encouraged my education and supported me along 
the way.   
           
 



























 To my dissertation chair, Dr. Virginia Foley, who helped keep me on track to 
completion of my doctoral program when I didn’t think it was possible.  Your guidance 
and feedback are deeply appreciated.  You believed I could complete this process, and 
in turn, allowed me to believe the same.  Thank you for helping me make it to this stage 
in life.  I am so thankful you were my chair! 
 To my committee member for research, Dr. James Lampley, who helped me 
make sense of statistics.  Your many emails, visits and phone calls assisted me in 
completing the final chapters of my dissertation.  Your feedback always came in a very 
timely manner and allowed me to make deadlines. 
 To my committee member and friend, Dr. Ginger Christian, for her motivation 
when I needed it most.  I wouldn’t have completed this process without our help!  Thank 
you for being my motivation when I needed it most.  Your feedback, assistance and time 
were greatly appreciated.  Your friendship is appreciated even more!   
 To my committee member, Dr. Cecil Blankenship, thank you for agreeing to 
serve on my committee.  Your suggestions for my research were appreciated. 
 To my dear friend, Allecia Frizzell, for her unwavering support when I needed it 
most.  I would never have completed this process without your listening ear and 
sounding board!  You were my motivation when I could not find my own motivation.  I’m 
so thankful we completed this journey together.   
 To my former coworker and friend, Travis Thompson, for traveling this long road 
with me.  I didn’t know if I would ever make it to graduation, but you always kept the 
faith.  Thank you for sharing the load of this program with me and for helping me to 
 7 
grow as an educator and administrator.   
 To the faculty and staff of Ridgeview Elementary School and Boones Creek 
Elementary School, thank you for your patience and understanding as I completed this 
program.  Serving as principal in your schools has been a highlight of my career.  I’ve 
developed life-long friendships and learned so much from each of you.  I am blessed to 
work with and learn from amazing educators each day.  You challenge me to be better 


















TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Page 
ABSTRACT…………………………………………………………………………           2 
DEDICATION………………………………………………………………………  4 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS…………………………………………………………  6 
LIST OF TABLES…………………………………………………………………. 11 
Chapter 
1.  INTRODUCTION……………………………………………………………… 12 
 Introduction to Study……………………………………………………… 12 
Statement of Problem……………………………………………………. 14 
Research Questions……………………………………………………… 15 
Significance of Study……………………………………………………... 16 
Limitations of Study………………………………………………………. 17 
Definitions of Terms………………………………………………………  17 
Overview of Study………………………………………………………... 18 
2.  REVIEW OF LITERATURE………………………………………………….  19 
 Teacher Evaluation………………………………………………………  19 
  Overview of Teacher Evaluation………………………………..  19 
 Legislative Directives…………………………………………………….  27 
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001………………………………  27 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009………….  28 
First to the Top Act of 2010……………………………………..  31 
Every Student Succeeds Act of 2015…………………………  32 
 9 
Defining Effective Teaching……………………………………………  33 
Professional Development…………………………………………….  38 
Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) Evaluation 
System…………………………………………………………………..  43 
 Overview of TEAM …………………………………………….  43 
 Research behind TEAM Framework: TAP………………….  47 
 Research Findings for TEAM…………………………………  48 
Summary………………………………………………………………..  50 
3.  RESEARCH METHOD…………………………………………………….  51 
 Research Questions and Null Hypotheses…………………………..  51 
 Population and Sample…..……………………………………………  53 
 Instrumentation…………………………………………………………  54 
 Data Collection…………………………………………………………  55 
 Data Analysis…………………………………………………………..  55 
 Summary………………………………………………………………..  55 
4.  RESULTS……………………………………………………………………  57 
 Research Question 1…………………………………………………..  58 
 Research Question 2………………………………………………….  60 
 Research Question 3………………………………………………….  61 
 Research Question 4………………………………………………….  62 
 Research Question 5………………………………………………….  63 
 Research Question 6………………………………………………….  65 
 Research Question 7………………………………………………….  66 
 10 
 Research Question 8………………………………………………….   67 
 Summary………………………………………………………………..  68 
5.  SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR 
     PRACTICE AND FURTHER RESEARCH……………………………….  70 
 Summary………………………………………………………………..  70 
 Conclusions……………………………………………………………..  71 
 Recommendations for Practice……………………………………….  80 
 Recommendations for Further Research……………………………  83 
REFERENCES…………………………………………………………………  85 
APPENDICES………………………………………………………………….  90 
 Appendix A: TEAM Rubrics………….……………………………….  90 
 Appendix B: Survey……………………………………………………  99 












LIST OF TABLES 
 
Table            Page 
1: Components of TEAM Evaluation Rubric……………………………….  45 
2:  Distribution of Survey Respondents by Years of Experience………..  58 
3: Distribution of Survey Respondents by Degree Level…………………  58  
4: Means and Standard Deviations of 3 Years of Experience   
  Groups (Dimension 1)……………………………………………….  59 
5: Means and Standard Deviations of 3 Degree Levels  
(Dimension 1)...............................................................................  61 
6: Means and Standard Deviations of 3 Years of Experience  
Groups (Dimension 2)………………………………………………..  62 
7: Means and Standard Deviations of 3 Degree Levels  
(Dimension 2)…………………………………………………………  63 
8: Means, Standard Deviations, and 95% Confidence Intervals for 3  
Years of Experience Groups (Dimension 3)……………………….  64 
9: Means and Standard Deviations of 3 Degree Levels  
(Dimension 3)…………………………………………………………  66 
10: Means, Standard Deviations, and 95% Confidence Intervals for 3  
Years of Experience Groups (Dimension 4)……………………….  67 
11: Means and Standard Deviations of 3 Degree Levels  





 In recent years teacher evaluation in the United States has undergone drastic 
changes (Darling-Hammond, 2014).  The Federal Government’s Race to the Top 
competitive grants, part of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, were 
awarded to states who adopted more rigorous standards, built data systems to measure 
student performance outcomes, developed plans to recruit and retain effective teachers 
and principals and planned to turn around their lowest achieving schools (United States 
Department of Education, 2009).  Another component of earning a Race to the Top 
grant included the linking of student performance and growth data with teacher 
evaluation.  Tennessee was awarded a Race to the Top grant totaling over $500 million 
to implement the Tennessee First to the Top Act of 2010.  The state legislature outlined 
plans for a comprehensive teacher evaluation system that used student performance 
outcomes based on standardized testing (United States Department of Education, 
2010b).  The Tennessee legislature approved multiple evaluation models for use in the 
state, but the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) was the primary model 
chosen by the majority of school districts (Tennessee State Board of Education, 2017). 
 Tennessee’s evaluation system, the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model 
(TEAM), was implemented in July of 2011.  The Tennessee legislature required that 
50% of teacher and principal evaluation be linked to student achievement and growth 
data.  The remaining 50% of a teacher’s score would be comprised of classroom 
evaluations utilizing two different rubrics developed to assess classroom teacher 
performance (Tennessee Department of Education, 2012).  Tennessee partnered with 
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the National Institute for Excellence in Teaching (NIET) to train evaluators and teachers 
to begin the newly implemented evaluation process.   
The implementation of a different teacher evaluation model in the State of 
Tennessee resulted in many successes and challenges during the first year of 
implementation (Tennessee Department of Education, 2012).  The state experienced an 
improvement in overall student achievement during the first year of Tennessee 
Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) usage.  According to the Tennessee Department 
of Education even though many educators earned high marks on their initial evaluations 
under the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) rubrics, one of the difficult 
challenges in year one of implementation was overcoming and addressing educators’ 
fears about the new model.  
Teacher evaluations serve two main purposes:  determining teacher competence 
or serving as a summative assessment of a teacher’s instructional performance and to 
guide and inform professional development and growth for teachers (Danielson & 
McGreal, 2000; Rogers & Weems, 2010).  Under Race to the Top most newly created 
evaluation models purported measuring teacher competence as their main purpose with 
guiding a teacher’s professional growth falling to the background (Danielson, 2011b). 
In this study the researcher investigated teacher perceptions of the Tennessee 
Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM).  Perceived changes in planning practices, 
instructional strategies used, and professional development opportunities experienced 
were examined.  Teacher perceptions as they relate to the Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM) and overall teacher effectiveness were also examined.            
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Statement of Problem 
  
 The purpose of this quantitative study was to determine the perceptions of Pre K 
through 8th grade Tennessee teachers about the impact of Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM) evaluations on classroom instructional strategies, teacher 
planning, professional development and teacher effectiveness.  The researcher seeks 
to add to existing research concerning teacher evaluation practices and how these 
practices impact teacher performance.   
In 2010 the Tennessee First to the Top Act required teacher evaluations and 
mandated specific models of evaluation that could be used throughout the State of 
Tennessee (Tennessee First to the Top Act, 2010).  The Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM) was implemented in the majority of school districts across 
the state of Tennessee in the 2011-2012 school year.  School administrators and 
teachers were impacted by the implementation of a different evaluation model.  
Evaluators were required to complete a required number of observations for teachers 
during each school year and teachers worked to adapt their classroom practices to 
meet the expectations of a different evaluation model.   
Throughout this study the researcher sought to determine if the Tennessee 
Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) resulted in perceived changes in instructional 
practices, professional development interest and teachers planning practices.  Further, 
this study was an investigation to determine if teacher evaluation practices and 




The following research questions guided this quantitative study: 
Research Question 1:  Is there a significant difference in mean scores on the 
instructional strategies dimension of the teacher perception survey among teachers in 
three years of experience groups (1-5 years, 6-10 years, 11 or more years)? 
Research Question 2:  Is there a significant difference in mean scores on the 
instructional strategies dimension of the teacher perception survey between teachers 
with a bachelor’s degree, master’s degree or post-master’s degree? 
Research Question 3:  Is there a significant difference in mean scores on the 
teacher planning dimension of the teacher perception survey among teachers in three 
years of experience groups (1-5 years, 6-10 years, 11 or more years)? 
Research Question 4:  Is there a significant difference in mean scores on the 
teacher planning dimension of the teacher perception survey between teachers with a 
bachelor’s degree, master’s degree or post-master’s degree? 
Research Question 5:  Is there a significant difference in mean scores on the 
teacher effectiveness dimension of the teacher perception survey among teachers in 
three years of experience groups (1-5 years, 6-10 years, 11 or more years)? 
Research Question 6:  Is there a significant difference in mean scores on the 
teacher effectiveness dimension of the teacher perception survey between teachers 
with a bachelor’s degree, master’s degree or post-master’s degree? 
Research Question 7:  Is there a significant difference in mean scores on the 
professional development dimension of the teacher perception survey among teachers 
in three years of experience groups (1-5 years, 6-10 years, 11 or more years)? 
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Research Questions 8:  Is there a significant difference in mean scores on the 
professional development dimension of the teacher perception survey between teachers 
with a bachelor’s degree, master’s degree or post-master’s degree? 
 
Significance of Study 
 The Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) is currently in the 7th year 
of implementation in most school districts across the State of Tennessee.  In order to 
assess the perception of Tennessee teachers in reference to the effectiveness of the 
Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) more research is needed.  The 
researcher seeks to add to current research regarding teacher perceptions of the 
Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM).  The purpose of this study is to 
analyze the perceptions of Pre K through 8th grade Tennessee teachers in two 
Northeast Tennessee School Districts about the impact of Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM) evaluations on classroom instruction and teacher 
effectiveness.  The researcher seeks to determine if the Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM) framework is perceived to impact teaching strategies, 
planning practices, professional development attendance and overall teacher 
effectiveness.  The results of the study can help determine if teachers in the selected 
districts perceive they have made changes to professional practices as a result of 
evaluation practices.  The results of this study can also contribute to further 
modifications to the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) Evaluation 
Framework.      
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Limitations of Study 
 Limitations in this study relate to the population from which research participants 
were chosen.  The participants were limited to Pre K through 8th grade teachers in two 
Northeast Tennessee school districts that utilize the Tennessee Educator Acceleration 
Model (TEAM).  Teachers who chose to participate may not be representative of the 
overall demographics of the State of Tennessee.  The research is limited to teacher 
opinions and is not representative of all school staff.      
 
Definitions of Terms 
 The following definitions provide explanations for specific terms relative to this 
study. 
1. Teacher Effectiveness:  A derivative of  “value-added” methodologies that 
estimate teachers’ contributions to their students’ learning measured by 
standardized testing (Goe & Stickler, 2008).   
2. Teacher Evaluation: The process for determining teacher competence and 
guiding professional growth opportunities for teachers (Rogers & Weems, 2010). 
3. Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM): A comprehensive, student 
outcomes-based system to measure teacher competence (Tennessee 
Department of Education, 2012).  
4. Tennessee Value Added Assessment (TVAAS):  A measure of the impact 
teachers and schools have on a student's academic achievement (Tennessee 
Department of Education, n.d.a). 
5. Value Added Models: Value added models enable researchers to use statistical 
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methods to measure changes in student standardized test scores over time while 
considering other factors that impact student achievement (Darling-Hammond et 
al., 2012). 
 
Overview of Study 
This study is organized into five chapters.  Chapter 1 includes the introduction, 
the statement of the problem, limitations of the study, definition of terms, research 
questions, the significance of the study and the overview of the study.  Chapter 2 
contains a review of literature related to teacher evaluation.  This review includes an 
overview of teacher evaluation, a review of legislative directives that have impacted 
teacher evaluation, an overview of the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) 
utilized as the main evaluation framework for the state, a review of effective teaching, a 
review of professional development for teachers and a review of prior research 
concerning the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) in Tennessee.  
Chapter 3 describes the research methodology utilized including the research questions 
and null hypotheses, population, instrumentation, data collection, and data analysis.  
Chapter 4 is an analysis of the data for each research question.  Chapter 5 is a 
summary of the study including findings, conclusions and recommendations for further 







REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 
 The purpose of this quantitative study was to analyze the perceptions of Pre K 
through 8th grade Tennessee teachers about the impact of Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM) evaluations on classroom instructional strategies, teacher 
planning, professional development and teacher effectiveness.  The purpose of this 
literature review was to describe the history of teacher evaluation, examine legislative 
directives that guided teacher evaluation, review literature related to effective teaching 
practices and professional development, and review literature and prior research related 
to the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM).   
        
Teacher Evaluation 
Overview of Teacher Evaluation 
Teacher evaluation systems have been in place for many years.  Rogers and 
Weems (2010) explained that two main purposes define teacher evaluations: to 
measure teacher competence and to guide professional growth and development in 
teachers. Rogers and Weems also explained that developing quality instruction in 
classrooms should be a main focus of teacher evaluations.  Many different systems for 
teacher evaluation have been developed and continue to evolve.     
In the 1700s, teacher supervisors or supervisory committees monitored 
instruction and established the criteria for effective teaching, resulting in a wide variety 
of practices (Marzano, Frontier, & Livingston, 2011).  Throughout the 1800s, the search 
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for teachers with knowledge of specific disciplines took place.  At the same time, 
administrators were expected to fill more complex roles, and in many instances a 
teacher within a building assumed this responsibility.  By the mid-1800s, supervisors 
began to focus on improving instruction.   
By the later part of the 19th century John Dewey’s progressive ideas for 
education came into play (Marzano et al., 2011).  Dewey promoted a student-centered 
education.  During this time Taylor’s scientific view of management also played a part in 
shaping many educational evaluation systems.   Taylor’s view of using measurement to 
increase production soon flowed over into the K-12 education system.  Running schools 
was compared with running factories and the belief that many of the same supervisory 
techniques applied to both industrial jobs and education took hold.  It was believed that 
administrators should emphasis measurement and could analyze data collected to 
make certain teachers and schools were productive.  Many of today’s evaluation 
techniques are rooted in Taylor’s view of measurement to determine productivity and 
success.  Over the next few decades many other views shaped teacher evaluations, 
with student learning and academic progress becoming the main focus for evaluating 
teachers. 
According to McWalters and Stumbo (2011) many modern evaluation systems 
focused less on the quality of the teacher and more on the assessment results the 
teacher produced.  This shift focused on how well students performed, usually 
measured by standardized testing, as a result of a teacher’s teaching ability.  Measuring 
student outcomes came to the forefront as a result of federal stimulus programs asking 
states to develop and implement teacher evaluation systems that measured teacher 
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effectiveness using multiples data sources, such a student achievement.  Darling-
Hammond (2014) shared that evaluation systems that focus on results from one test 
combined with occasional classroom observations are not deemed helpful in promoting 
quality teaching. 
McWalters and Stumbo (2010) provided multiple challenges for measuring 
teacher effectiveness based on student achievement results or value added models.  
Value added measures look at student growth over a period of time and aim to remove 
the impact of student background while focusing precisely on student growth over time 
(Darling-Hammond, 2014; Darling-Hammond et al., 2012).  McWalters and Stumbo 
(2010) shared student assessment data have limits and value added data have not 
been proven as an effective high-stakes test measure.  An additional challenge is the 
fact that a majority of teachers do not teach content that produces value added data.    
In some schools, student achievement cannot be attributed to a single teacher.  Teams 
of teachers are involved in student achievement in many instances, especially in 
secondary and virtual schools.      
Quality teachers possess more than content knowledge (Darling-Hammond, 
2014; McWalters & Stumbo, 2011).  The expansive knowledge required to be an 
effective teacher leads to the problem of determining the wide range of practices and 
outcomes we need to see from quality teachers.  Involving multiple stakeholders in 
evaluation processes could be troublesome due to the expansive knowledge needed to 
effectively evaluate and provide feedback to teachers.  All stakeholders must take 
ownership in developing effective evaluation practices but the quality of evaluators can 
be troublesome in teacher evaluation practices.  School districts typically perform 
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training for evaluators that covers basic processes, but this does not guarantee that 
evaluators are fluent in sound instructional practices (Southern Regional Education 
Board, 2017).  Effective evaluator training offers a wide variety of strategies and 
techniques for evaluators to use in order to improve teacher performance.  An evaluator 
training that includes constructive feedback, guidance for promoting professional 
development for teachers, information on resources for teachers, on-going training and 
professional collaborative experiences can lead to improved teacher and students 
performance.  Many evaluation systems do not yet have the processes in place to 
provide effective training to evaluators even though research has proven that 
evaluations become more rigorous, reliable and relevant with quality evaluator training. 
Marzano (2012) shared that teacher evaluation systems can have two purposes: 
measuring teacher effectiveness or focusing on improving teacher abilities.  Marzano 
reported that these evaluation systems will look fundamentally different depending on 
the purpose developers have in mind.   In surveying more than 3,000 educators 
Marzano found that the majority of teachers questioned indicated that measurement of 
teacher-student performance as well as teacher development should both be a focus of 
teacher evaluations, with teacher development taking priority. An evaluation system 
where measurement alone is the goal can suffice with a succinct set of indicators, 
however, an evaluation system that looks to grow teacher performance must have an in 
depth focus on teaching qualities and strategies as well as a teacher's growth. 
According to Connally and Tooley (2016) federal policies planned for newly 
developed evaluation systems to be utilized for teacher accountability as well as 
support.  However, many states have been so focused on creating and implementing 
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new evaluation systems that they are just coming around to focusing on teacher growth 
as a result of the evaluation systems implemented.  Connally and Tooley recommended 
that states develop evaluation policies that insure teacher access to frequent, high 
quality feedback that supports teacher growth.  In addition, Connally and Tooley shared 
that school leaders must also receive quality training and resources to assist them in 
overseeing teacher growth and development.  
Darling-Hammond (2014) reported that teacher evaluations as they were 
developed did little to promote teacher learning or provide timely information for making 
personnel decisions.  Darling-Hammond et al. (2009) indicated supports needed to 
foster useful professional development in collegial environments were not in place.  
Darling-Hammond (2014) shared that comprehensive evaluation systems must have the 
goal of improving the quality of teaching and depend heavily on the creation of 
professional development opportunities that increase teacher expertise.  Darling-
Hammond found that most teachers want effective evaluation systems that provide 
useful feedback enabling the promotion of professional development and improvement 
of their teaching abilities.  She indicated that we must teach teachers if we want to move 
towards increased academic outcomes for our students.   
Quality teacher evaluation systems must meet five elements to effectively 
support teaching and learning according to Darling-Hammond (2014).  Evaluation 
systems must utilize common statewide standards for teaching and incorporate 
performance based assessments.  Local or district evaluation systems must also align 
to those same standards.  Training that properly prepares evaluators must be created.  
Finally professional learning opportunities that support the outcomes of teacher 
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evaluation must be in place.  An evaluation system that meets these indicators will 
assist in promoting effective teaching and student learning.         
School districts across the nation have been working to fix outdated and 
ineffective teacher evaluation systems (Aspen Institute, 2011).  Teacher evaluation 
systems differ and should be developed to best meet the needs of students and 
teachers being served.  At times, teacher evaluation systems are needed to significantly 
change the culture for teaching and learning, while in other schools or states the focus 
is simply on improving the effective teaching practices already in place.  The Aspen 
Institute reported that states and districts should focus on building effective teacher 
evaluation systems while maintaining focus on the bigger picture of instruction and 
student achievement.  Teacher evaluation systems should reflect the beliefs the 
organization holds for teaching and learning in order to promote a visionary and goal-
oriented result.  Once teacher evaluation systems are in place they should continually 
be refined and revisited.  The Aspen Institute recommended that data collected must be 
examined and utilized to adapt the evaluation systems to help meet the needs of 
teachers and learners. Working to continually perfect teacher evaluation systems is 
essential to improved teaching and student achievement results.  
Teacher evaluations should provide useful feedback to teachers in order to 
improve classroom instruction, provide opportunities to expand and learn new teaching 
strategies, and provide guidance from administrators and other teachers on how to 
implement classroom changes that lead to better student outcomes (Rogers & Weems, 
2010).  Sartain et al. (2011) indicated that teachers and principals had more meaningful 
conversations about instruction from feedback conferences than in former evaluation 
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models.  Evaluation systems are ultimately designed to improve teaching practices.  
However, without a strong link between evaluations, feedback and prescriptive 
professional development, teacher evaluation models are not likely to improve 
classroom teaching practices in the manner desired (Smylie, 2014).  
Teacher evaluations are carried out in a variety of manners.  One popular 
method of evaluating teacher performance involves principal observations (McWalters & 
Stumbo, 2011).  In this evaluation style, a school administrator infrequently observes for 
a minimal period of time in order to gain a representative sample of a teacher’s teaching 
abilities (Schachter, 2012).  Evaluations may be formal and announced to the teacher in 
advance, or they may be unannounced and more informal (McWalters & Stumbo, 
2011).  The results of these observations have historically shown mainly "satisfactory" 
evaluation results with occasional "unsatisfactory" ratings given to some teachers 
(Schachter, 2012). 
Many states and districts no longer rely on one evaluator, such as the principal of 
the school, to evaluate teacher performance.  Most states and districts now require 
multiple evaluators, a variety of evaluation measures and an increased number of 
classroom visits for observations each school year.  Student achievement and student 
surveys are also included in evaluation measures in many places (Toch, 2016).   
Ballou and Springer (2015) reported that when designing evaluation instruments, 
perfection is unlikely.  However, Toch (2016) explained that the impact of newly 
developed teacher evaluation systems has been seen in many ways.  The focus on 
classroom instruction is greater than in the past. Some low performing teachers have 
been removed from teaching duties but Aldeman and Chuong (2014) indicated that 
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some districts continue to make decisions on teacher retention without examining 
evaluation results.  Feedback promoting quality teaching practices is becoming the new 
normal (Ballou & Springer, 2015).  Chesasaro et al. (2016) found that teachers value 
feedback when it is useful to their classroom practice, they find the feedback accurate, 
they value the credibility of the evaluator and have access to appropriate resources 
needed for improvement.   Effective teachers are identified and rewarded in a wide 
variety of ways from monetary incentives to promotion to teacher leaders, and finally 
new evaluation systems in many states are producing higher student achievement 
(Toch, 2016).  
The State of Tennessee currently has five approved evaluation models in place.  
The five currently approved models include: TEAM (Tennessee Educator Acceleration 
Model), TIGER (The Teacher Growth for Effectiveness Results), Project COACH, 
Teacher Effectiveness Model (TEM), and The Achievement Framework for Excellent 
Teaching (AFET) (Tennessee State Board of Education, 2017).  
The Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) serves as the state’s 
primary evaluation model, but districts, charter schools and other state agency schools 
may propose their own evaluation model and complete a formal request to use an 
alternate model (Tennessee State Board of Education, 2017).  An educational 
organization wishing to use an alternate evaluation system must submit an application, 
as well as required artifacts from the requested evaluation system, to the Tennessee 
Department of Education prior to the academic school year beginning June 1st of any 
given year (Tennessee State Board of Education, 2017).   
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Legislative Directives 
Politicians became more involved in decision-making concerning schools and 
educators, creating many legislative mandates.  Some mandates received harsh 
criticism and were eventually reversed or updated.  Recent legislation continues to 
reform teacher evaluation models and still has strong push back from a variety of 
educator groups (McWalters & Stumbo, 2011).   
In the first decade of the 21st century educator evaluation has seen extensive 
changes in states and districts across the nation (Smylie, 2014).  Federal policies 
regarding teachers rely heavily on teacher effectiveness, in part measured by student 
outcomes, as opposed to teacher quality (McWalters & Stumbo, 2011).  These policies 
led to the development and implementation of teacher evaluation systems that also 
value teacher effectiveness based on student outcomes, usually gathered from 
standardized testing measures.     
 
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 
 The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) was developed and adopted with 
overwhelming bipartisan support as a result of concerns that the United States 
educational system was no longer competitive in the global market (Editorial Projects in 
Education Research Center, 2015).  NCLB required that students in grades 3-8 and 
high school participate in state mandated standardized testing in reading and math.  In 
addition, NCLB required increased qualifications for teachers.   NCLB mandated that all 
teachers be highly qualified by 2005-2006.  In order to be highly qualified, a teacher 
must have a bachelor’s degree, state certification, and proven expertise in the content 
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area taught (Darling-Hammond & Berry, 2006).  These requirements were designed to 
insure teacher effectiveness, but in reality simply meeting the requirements for highly 
qualified status did little to improve student performance (Rogers & Weems, 2016).    
The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) did not mandate teacher 
evaluation.  NCLB did, however, emphasize teacher quality as a top priority (McWalters 
& Stumbo, 2011; Rogers & Weems, 2016).  While NCLB sought to promote teacher 
quality, it neglected to define teacher quality as performance versus meeting required 
qualifications.    
NCLB faced many criticisms.   Some critics spoke harshly about the increased 
involvement in educational matters by the federal government.  The law also faced 
criticism for relying too heavily on standardized testing.  In addition, many felt the law 
was underfunded and did not provide enough financial support to be implemented 
effectively.  Finally, the requirement that all students be proficient on standardized 
testing measures by the 2013-14 school year was seen as an unattainable goal 
(Editorial Projects in Education Research Center, 2015). 
 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 
 The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) was a stimulus 
package signed into law in February of 2009 by President Barack Obama.  The ARRA 
allocated $100 billion to education.  Over half of those funds were assigned to prevent 
layoffs and cutbacks.  The remaining funds were allocated to support educational 
reforms that would lead to improved outcomes for students while building the capacity 
of schools to sustain long term effectiveness (United States Department of Education, 
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2009).  
The ARRA provided $4.35 billion for the Race to the Top Fund (RTTT), a 
competitive grant from the United States Department of Education, to assist in 
innovative reforms in state and local K-12 education.  RTTT grants were rewarded to  
states for past accomplishments and future improvement based on four key educational 
reform areas.  States were asked to adopt more rigorous academic standards, create 
and build data systems that measure student outcomes, recruit and retain effective 
teachers and principals and turn around their lowest-achieving schools.  In addition 
states must not have any regulations preventing the linking of student performance data 
to teacher evaluations in order to be eligible for RTTT funds (United States Department 
of Education, 2009).        
States were able to apply for grants under RTTT and were awarded funds based 
on the accumulation of up to 500 points in the funding formula developed to support 
RTTT.  Funding was awarded based on the development of plans to address six 
components of the RTTT program.  Component D: Great Teachers and Leaders 
impacted teacher and principal evaluation and comprised 138 of the possible 500 points 
in grant application reviews.  Grant winners were expected to track student and teacher 
performance as one of the requirements needed to earn a RTTT grant.  States that did 
not link teacher evaluation and student performance were ineligible for funds.  Data 
collected in relation to student growth were required to serve as a significant factor in 
teacher and principal evaluation systems (United States Department of Education, 
2009).  States acted on the requirement to raise the standards for teacher evaluation in 
order to qualify for large funding opportunities (Schachter, 2012). 
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In March of 2010 President Obama released “A Blueprint for Reform” (United 
States Department of Education, 2010a).  This blueprint was the Obama 
Administration’s plan for the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act.  The blueprint built on the reforms of the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009.  President Barack Obama shared that a world- class 
education was the right of every child in the United States (United States Department of 
Education, 2010a). President Obama set a goal that by 2020 the United States of 
America would lead the world in percentage of college completion.  He also stated that: 
This effort will require the skills and talents of many, but especially our nation’s 
teachers, principals and other school leaders.  Our goal must be to have a great 
teacher in every classroom and a great teacher in every school.  We know that 
from the moment students enter a school, the most important factor in their 
success is not the color of their skin or the income of their parents – it is the 
teacher standing at the front of the classroom.  To ensure the success of our 
children, we must do better to recruit, develop, support, retain, and reward 
outstanding teachers in America’s classrooms.  (United States Department of 
Education, 2010a, p. 1) 
President Obama went on to share that the federal government was calling on states 
and school districts to implement reformed evaluation systems to support the growth of 
teachers and principals, as well as identify highly effective teachers and principals on 
the basis of student growth and other factors.  The evaluation systems developed by 
each state should help to inform professional development opportunities that would lead 
to increased student outcomes (United States Department of Education, 2010a).  To 
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fulfill President Obama’s calling states developed evaluation systems to identify highly 
effective teachers and principals, most relying on the basis of students’ academic 
growth (Schachter, 2012). 
 
First to the Top of 2010 
Tennessee received a $500 million grant to implement their First to the Top 
(FTTT) program (United States Department of Education, 2010b).  FTTT was adopted 
by Tennessee’s General Assembly and signed by Governor Phil Bredeson in 2010.  
The legislation mandated a comprehensive teacher evaluation system that utilized 
student achievement outcomes as well as educator evaluations and allowed value-
added measures to be utilized to inform teacher evaluation.  Since receiving the grant, 
the State of Tennessee has made significant progress in implementing required 
initiatives, including their new evaluation model (United States Department of 
Education, 2012).    
Tennessee created the Teacher Evaluation Advisory Committee (TEAC) to assist 
with full implementation of the state’s new evaluation system for the 2011-2012 school 
year.  Additionally, the state trained more than 6,000 educators on the new observation 
process during the first year of implementation.  The Tennessee State Board of 
Education adopted policy 5.201, Teacher and Administration Evaluation Policy.  In this 
policy the State Board of Education communicated that their primary purpose was to 
utilize annual teacher and principal evaluations to support instruction that would lead to 
high levels of student achievement.  The policy outlined the expectations on the 
evaluation model and provided specific guidelines for implementation.  (Tennessee 
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State Board of Education, 2017).   
Tennessee’s FTTT was designed to narrow the achievement gap between 
various subgroups of students, authorize Local Education Agencies (LEAs) to utilize 
alternative salary schedules, support pre-k through higher education longitudinal data 
with funds earned through the RTTT grant win, and clarify the state’s policies in relation 
to the Complete College Act of 2010.  The state’s FTTT program served as a strong 
foundation to implement broad educational reforms across the state (United States 
Department of Education, 2012).      
 
Every Student Succeeds Act of 2015 
 The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) was signed into law by President 
Barack Obama on December 10, 2015.  The act reauthorized the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) enacted by President Lyndon Baines Johnson in 
1965.  ESEA had a provision that ensured equal opportunity and access to education 
for all American students.  ESSA replaced NCLB that was originally adopted in 2002.  
ESSA continued to ensure the success of American schools and students by including 
the following provisions: 
● Advances equity by upholding critical protections for America's disadvantaged 
and high-need students. 
● Requires—for the first time—that all students in America be taught to high 
academic standards that will prepare them to succeed in college and careers. 
● Ensures that vital information is provided to educators, families, students, and 
communities through annual statewide assessments that measure students' 
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progress toward those high standards. 
● Helps to support and grow local innovations—including evidence-based and 
place-based interventions developed by local leaders and educators—consistent 
with our Investing in Innovation and Promise Neighborhoods 
● Sustains and expands this administration's historic investments in increasing 
access to high-quality preschool. 
● Maintains an expectation that there will be accountability and action to effect 
positive change in our lowest-performing schools, where groups of students are 
not making progress, and where graduation rates are low over extended periods 
of time. (United States Department of Education, n.d) 
 
Defining Effective Teaching 
 A byproduct of teacher evaluation systems has been to support teachers and 
administrators in learning more about effective teaching practices (Taylor & Tyler, 
2012).  Feedback given to teachers through evaluation measures can have a direct 
impact on teacher performance.  A study by Taylor and Tyler found that teachers are 
more effective during a school year when they are being evaluated that they were 
previously.  Their study also found the impact on student achievement increases in 
subsequent years after being evaluated. 
A review of current literature produces many varying indicators for effective 
teaching.  Danielson (2016) shared there was little consensus on defining effective 
teaching.  For the purpose of tying effective teaching to teacher evaluation this review 
will focus on a small sampling of research addressing effective teaching. Throughout 
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this review several commonalities were identified that define effective teaching.  These 
include a safe and comfortable environment for learning, clear learning goals for 
students, high expectations for students and utilizing well-aligned assessments 
appropriately (Danielson, 2011a; Danielson, 2016; Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Goe & 
Stickler, 2008; Marzano, 2007; Rutherford, 2013)         
Danielson (2011a) defined four domains that are commonplace in effective 
teaching in her Framework for Teaching:  Planning and Preparation, The Classroom 
Environment, Professional Responsibilities, and Instruction.  Each domain contains 
components to define effective teaching practices.  Danielson and McGreal (2000) 
shared that strong teacher evaluation systems must clearly define acceptable 
performance, include processes for assessing all aspects of teaching and provide highly 
trained evaluators to judge teacher performance.  In addition high quality evaluation 
practices are given the task of encouraging and promoting teachers’ professional 
development while assessing and ensuring quality teaching.  Danielson (2011b) shared 
that teaching is a complex task with many demands placed on teachers and a quality 
evaluation system must examine and assess all complexities of the profession. 
Danielson’s (2011a) Framework for Teaching had multiple connections to the 
importance of a safe learning environment, clear learning goals, high expectations and 
quality assessments for teachers.  Domain two of Danielson’s framework was 
completely devoted to the importance of the classroom learning environment.  She 
included components such as creating an environment of respect and rapport, 
establishing a culture for learning, managing classroom procedures, managing student 
behavior and organizing physical space (p. 3).  Domain three, Instruction, contained 
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references to clear learning goals and high expectations for students.  Component 3a 
shared the importance of communicating with students concerning specific expectations 
for their learning.  Quality assessments are referenced multiple times in Danielson’s 
framework.  Domain 1, Planning and Preparation, shares the importance of designing 
quality assessments while Domain 3, Instruction, shares the importance of utilizing 
assessments in instruction.     
Rutherford (2013) observed over 10,000 episodes of classroom instruction.  He 
shared that there are many of ways to be an excellent teacher, but he looked for 
common themes or skills of the most successful teachers.  He defined 23 themes in 
teaching that had substantially recurring evidence throughout his data collection.  These 
23 themes were required to meet four criteria:  
1.  The theme must have utility in all content areas. 
2. The theme must have utility for all ages and grade levels. 
3. The theme must have a body of research and literature to support it. 
4.  The theme has to be observed repeatedly in the classrooms of successful 
teachers (p. 4).  
Rutherford broke his 23 themes into three categories: technical work of teaching, 
scientific aspects of teaching and artistic nature of teaching. Rutherford shared that 
successful teachers do not employ all 23 skills at once or during one lesson, but instead 
utilize the themes that are of greatest strength for the teacher.  Successful teachers 
have determined their strengths and they focus their teaching in those areas. 
 Rutherford’s (2013) Artisan Teacher themes had clear connections to the 
indicators of effective teaching in this review.  Rutherford referenced the importance of a 
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safe learning environment in multiple themes, including: Personal Presence, Delight, 
Neural Downshifting and Enriched Environments.  Personal Presence refers to the 
teacher’s ability to become a significant factor in a student’s life.  Delight refers to the 
teacher’s ability to create learning opportunities for students that are surprising and 
motivating.  Neural Downshifting refers to the teacher’s ability to reduce threats and 
stress in the classroom in order to allow students to increase their higher order thinking 
abilities.  Enriched environments refers to the teacher’s ability to utilize the social and 
physical design of the classroom to enhance student learning.  One of Rutherford’s 
themes is named Clear Learning Goals.  This theme refers to the importance of a 
teacher identifying what students are expected to learn and understanding how students 
will demonstrate their knowledge.  High expectations for students is noted in 
Rutherford’s themes of Congruency and Task Analysis.  Congruency refers to the 
teacher’s ability to design activities that accurately match learning goals while Task 
Analysis involves analyzing teaching strategies so that all steps for student mastery are 
met. Assessment is addressed through Rutherford’s themes of Overt Responses and 
Diagnosis.  Diagnosis is the ability of the teacher to diagnose student learning needs 
based on performance assessments while Overt Responses refers to the teacher’s 
ability to elicit frequent evidence of student learning for the purpose of designing the 
next steps in learning.  
Goe and Stickler (2008) referenced three of the four commonalities of effective 
teaching in their research analysis.  They reported that clear learning objectives and 
performance expectations are important but noted that it is difficult to separate the 
components of quality teaching to allow a determination on the extent to which clear 
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learning goals make an impact.  High expectations for students is another indicator of 
effective teaching according to Goe and Stickler.  Again, they share that it is difficult to 
determine the impact of high expectations because it can be hard to separate from 
other qualities of effective teachers.  Aligning assessments with student instruction is 
also noted as a best practice in research by Goe and Stickler. 
Marzano (2008) indicated that clear learning goals and assessments are closely 
linked.  He reported the importance of teachers establishing clear learning goals but 
added that they are only impactful when assessed appropriately.  He acknowledged that 
assessments should not occur at the end of learning but throughout the learning 
process.  Marzano connected his work to high expectations through teaching strategies 
that help student effectively interact with newly learned knowledge.  He indicated that 
utilizing strategies such as summarizing and note taking, nonlinguistic representations 
and high level questioning leads to high expectations for students and their learning. 
McRel International reviewed thousands of studies concerning student 
achievement and effective teaching strategies (Goodwin, 2010).  They determined five 
high yield strategies for effective teaching: guaranteeing challenging instruction, 
ensuring pathways to success, providing support for the whole child, creating school 
cultures that supports and encourages high expectations, and developing reliable, data-
driven systems.  In order to guarantee challenging instruction systems must have 
teachers who challenge students with a variety of teaching strategies while also working 
to develop positive relationships between the teacher and students.  Ensuring success 
for all students involves creating personalized and prescriptive learning opportunities 
while providing students with the academic and social resources needed to serve the 
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whole child.  Goodwin (2010), also shared that a school culture of high expectations is a 
strong predictor of student achievement and success.  Finally, high performing schools 
and teachers collect appropriate data that informs and directs instruction based on 
student success and failure.  The strategies identified by McRel International align with 
each the four commonalities of effective teaching outlined in this research.               
The characteristics of effective teaching defined in this research do not represent 
an exhaustive list of the components of high quality teaching.  The four themes 
examined here have clear research from multiple sources citing their importance.  As 
school systems select evaluation instruments it is important that these themes, as well 
as others, are addressed (Danielson, 2011a).  Danielson shared that the ability to 
determine teacher effectiveness is critical in order for school administrators to determine 
and support a teacher’s credibility with students and parents. 
 
Professional Development 
 One of the purposes of teacher evaluation is informing professional development 
opportunities for teachers (Danielson & McGreal 2000; Rogers & Weems, 2010).  
Effective evaluation models encourage or require teachers and evaluators to use 
evaluation data to develop professional growth plans that target specific areas of 
improvement (Southern Regional Education Board, 2016).  Darling-Hammond and 
McLaughlin (2011) acknowledged that effective professional development allows 
teachers to function as both learners and teachers and allows them to struggle through 
those roles to learn more about their practice.  They indicated that teachers learn best 
by doing and collaborating with other teachers.  Professional learning communities can 
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provide this professional development for teachers.   
In Learning By Doing: A Handbook for Professional Learning Communities at 
Work (2010), a professional learning community is defined as an “ongoing process in 
which educators work collaboratively in recurring cycles of collective inquiry and action 
research to achieve better results for the students they serve” (p.11).  Ferguson (2013) 
described a professional learning community as “a group of educational professionals 
who come together to work collaboratively with the ultimate goal of improving student 
achievement” (p. 57). 
School teams (grade level, content area, etc.) serve as the building blocks for 
Professional Learning Communities (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 2011).  These 
teams work together to lead to school wide or district wide improvement, based on 
common goals and outcomes.  Collaboration is essential to effective professional 
learning communities.  Teachers must believe in the power of collaboration as an 
improvement tool as they begin utilizing professional learning communities.  
Professional learning communities can have a tremendous impact on teacher 
and student learning when they operate effectively (Danielson, 2011b).  A professional 
learning community does not indicate that something needs to be improved, but rather 
realizes that teaching is a difficult job and there is always room for improvement.  
School leaders must be ready to engage in and communicate expectations for 
professional learning communities to teachers (Thessin, 2015).  According to DuFour 
(2010) team members are required to work interdependently to achieve common goals 
for which all team members are accountable.  School leaders had a strong impact on 
creating a culture that can support and sustain professional learning communities.  
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Professional learning communities in schools provide the structure that must exist within 
a school in order to become effective and school leaders must provide the structure and 
support teachers need to implement professional learning communities effectively 
(Hoaglund et al., 2014).  
Professional learning communities within schools must begin with a shared 
mission or purpose, a clear vision with specific goals and a strong focus on student 
outcomes (Hoaglund et al., 2014).   School leaders must provide teachers with 
adequate time to accomplish effective professional learning communities.  School 
leaders must also make sure that all teachers have an in-depth understanding of what 
the curriculum requires.  As Dufour (2004) reported merely presenting teachers with the 
state standards or district curriculum guides will not be enough.  
DuFour (2004) provided four guiding questions that should guide the work of 
professional learning communities: 
1.     What is it we want our students to learn? 
2.     How will we know if each student has learned it? 
3.     How will we respond when some students do not learn it? 
4.     How can we extend and enrich the learning for students who have 
demonstrated proficiency? 
 
         Involving all members of a school faculty in the collaborative work of professional 
learning communities will assist in increasing student and teacher performance 
(Hughes-Hassell et al., 2012).  Hughes-Hassell et al. described the following eight roles 
that can promote effective professional development through the use of professional 
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learning communities:  
1.     Information specialist – the article talks about the librarian filling this role, but 
others could do so.  The information specialist gathers information for the group.  
For example, the librarian could gather research on a topic where teachers see 
many students struggling. 
2.     Staff Developer – Staff development is essential to effective PLCs.  
Educational experts in your school can help with on-going, job-embedded 
professional development that meets the needs of your school. 
3.     Teacher and Collaborator – Related arts teachers and other faculty members 
can work with PLC groups to support the teaching and learning taking place in 
content area classes. Having these teachers involved in PLC meetings will give 
them the knowledge needed to support content area curriculum in their 
classrooms.  
4.     Critical friend – Reflective practice is crucial to improving teacher practices 
and student results.  Faculty members who aren’t responsible for the core 
curriculum can help teachers see areas for improvement they may be 
overlooking.  Being a critical eye to help improve school and teacher practices 
can be very helpful for improvement. 
5.     Leader – This role serves as the chairperson of a PLC.  This person can 
facilitate and oversee meetings to insure they run as effectively as possible. 
6.     Researcher – Some personnel in your building may enjoy research more than 
others.  Finding someone to do action research to help improve practices can 
have positive results. 
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7.     Learner – Continuous learning is vital to educators.  On-going professional 
development can continuously transform the teaching and learning that takes 
place in your building. 
8.     Student Advocate- Experts in dealing with diverse students can be critical to 
PLC meetings.  Special education and ELL students need special considerations 
when planning and assessing. 
With the wide variety of roles needed to successfully implement a professional learning 
community framework, all members of a staff must be involved.  Related arts teachers, 
interventionists, coaches, special education teachers and therapists bring a different 
view to professional learning community groups that can extend success for all 
students. 
         District and building level school administrators must remove barriers preventing 
the success of professional learning communities and provide teachers the support and 
knowledge required to be successful (Hughes-Hassell, 2012).  Teachers need to time to 
collaborate and an in-depth understanding of their curriculum and desired student 
outcomes (Darling-Hammond & McLaughlin, 2011).  The professional learning 
community framework lends itself to a commitment of lifelong learning and improvement 
and provides opportunity for evaluation feedback to be addressed and improved.  
Darling-Hammond and McLaughlin indicated that when professional learning 
communities are implemented with fidelity the results for schools, teachers and students 




Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) Evaluation System 
 
Overview of TEAM 
 The Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) was implemented in July 
of 2011.  Tennessee’s new evaluation model was adopted by the Tennessee legislature 
and was implemented as a component of Tennessee’s Race to the Top grant.  The 
legislation required that 50 % of teacher and principal evaluation be tied to student 
achievement data – 35 % of this came from student growth as reported by the 
Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System, and 15 % was based on student 
achievement levels.  The other 50 % of evaluation scores in Tennessee came from 
teacher observations (Tennessee Department of Education, 2012).  Tennessee was 
one of the first states to implement a comprehensive teacher evaluation system that 
was based on multiple measures of teacher performance (Reform Support Network, 
2012; Tennessee Department of Education, 2012).   
Tennessee’s First to the Top authorized the creation of the Teacher Evaluation 
Advisory Committee (TEAC) to review four different evaluation rubrics that were field 
tested across the State of Tennessee during the 2010-2011 school year.  TEAC was 
comprised of a mixture of teachers, principals, superintendents, legislators, business 
leaders and community members.  The members met numerous times to review and 
determine the approach Tennessee should adopt for teacher and principal evaluation.  
After review, TEAC supported the use of the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model 
(TEAM) and made the recommendation to the State Board of education.  The State 
Board of Education unanimously adopted the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model 
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(TEAM) along with three other alternative evaluation models (Tennessee Department of 
Education, 2012).   
The State of Tennessee partnered with the National Institute for Teaching 
Excellence (NIET) to prepare evaluators for the newly adopted the Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM) evaluation process.  Evaluators attended 4 days of training 
developed and delivered by NIET to prepare for the impending changes to evaluation in 
Tennessee.  After completion of required training evaluators were required to pass an 
inter-rater reliability exam where the evaluators put the training they received into 
practice.  Evaluators were required to meet specific requirement on the inter-rater 
reliability exam in order to become a certified evaluator in the State of Tennessee 
(Tennessee Department of Education, 2012).           
 Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) evaluations required the use of 
a rubric that pinpointed key indicators for addressing effective instruction, effective 
teacher planning strategies, classroom environment, and teacher professionalism (See 
Appendix A).  Teachers have frequent observations, some announced and some 
unannounced, followed by feedback from evaluators about areas of refinement or what 
needs improvement in the classroom as well as areas of reinforcement or what is going 
well in the classroom.  Teachers are scored in each indicator with scores ranging from 
level 1 to level 5.  A score of 5 represents the highest scores a teacher can earn while a 
score of 1 represents the lowest scores a teacher can earn.  In addition, educators are 
provided with professional development based on classroom observations that serve to 
support and enhance continued professional growth for teachers.  Table 1 provides 
each component of the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) rubric and 
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each indicator scored within that component. 
 
Table 1 
Components of TEAM Evaluation Rubric 
Component: Instruction 
 
1.  Standards and Objectives 
2. Motivating Students 
3. Presenting Instructional Content 
4. Lesson Structure and Pacing 
5. Activities and Materials 
6. Questioning 
7. Academic Feedback 
8. Grouping Students 
9. Teacher Content Knowledge 
10. Teachers Knowledge of Students 
11. Thinking 




1.  Expectations 
2. Managing Student Behavior 
3. Environment 
4. Respectful Culture 
Component: Planning 
 
1.  Instructional Plans 




1.  Professional Learning and Growth 
2. Use of Data 
3. School and Community 
Involvement 
4. Leadership 
 (Source: TEAM Evaluation System Handbook, National Institute for Excellence in 
Teaching, 2011)  
 
Each indicator in the four components of the Tennessee Educator Acceleration 
Model (TEAM) rubric contains a list of strategies that determine teacher performance 
levels ranging from a score of 1 to 5.  All scores are combined to make up 50 percent of 
a teacher's comprehensive evaluation score.  (National Institute for Excellence in 
Teaching, 2011.)  Data from classroom observations, student growth and student 
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achievement are combined to give teachers an overall level of effectiveness as follows:  
 1 – Significantly Below Expectations 
 2 – Below Expectations 
 3 – Meets Expectations 
 4 – Above Expectations 
 5 – Significantly Above Expectations 
Evaluators give feedback to teachers after each announced or unannounced 
observation aimed at improving teacher performance in specific areas and promoting 
professional development to improve the effectiveness of the teacher.  (Tennessee 
Department of Education, 2012) 
 According to the Tennessee Department of Education (2012), the Tennessee 
Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) evaluation system had many successes and 
many challenges in year 1 of implementation.  Some of the successes included an 
improvement in student achievement.  Test scores improved at a faster rate that in any 
previous year during the 2011-2012 school year.  In addition, many educators earned 
high marks in the first year of implementation, though the department did share that we 
must continue to aim for higher accuracy in our evaluations.  Some of the early 
challenges to the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) included educator 
fears and communication issues in regards to informing educators fully about the 
Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) process (Tennessee Department of 




Research Behind TEAM Framework: TAP 
 The Tennessee Department of Education partnered with the National Institute for 
Excellence in Teaching (NIET) and used the The System of Teacher and Student 
Advancement’s (TAP) qualitative process for teacher observations based on 10 years of 
available research (Tennessee Department of Education, n.d. b).   TAP was developed 
in 1999 and continues to serve thousands of teachers, student and schools across the 
United States.  Teachers working under the TAP model are evaluated multiple times 
each year.  Qualitative data from classroom observations combined with student 
achievement growth data to provide a clear picture of teacher effectiveness.   Based on 
data from TAP schools, research shows that: 
● TAP teacher evaluations provide differentiated feedback on teacher performance 
● TAP classroom evaluations are aligned with value-added student achievement 
scores 
● TAP teachers become more effective over time 
● TAP schools show higher retention of effective teachers, and higher turnover of 
less effective teachers (National Institute of Excellence in Teaching, 2011, p. 81) 
 
TAP found that when evaluation systems are well designed and implemented in 
multidimensional ways, student learning and teacher improvement would occur. In 
addition to classroom observations and student performance outcomes, TAP focused 
on pairing teacher evaluation with appropriate job-embedded professional development 
in a teacher’s specific areas identified for improvement.  TAP also tied teacher 
evaluation to performance-based compensation.  TAP’s major focus was on producing 
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rapid academic growth towards rigorous academic standards for students while closing 
achievement gaps (National Institute for Excellence in Teaching, 2014).  The 
Tennessee Department of Education wanted to replicate these practices when 
designing and implementing their evaluation model (Tennessee Department of 
Education, (n.d. b) 
 
Research Findings for TEAM 
 Multiple research studies have been conducted on issues related to the 
Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) used in the State of Tennessee.  
Davis (2014) examined the relationship between overall Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM) observation ratings for teachers and the growth score they 
received from Tennessee’s standardized testing results.  His findings revealed a weak 
positive relationship between the teacher growth score or Level of Effectiveness and the 
teacher’s overall Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) observation score.  
He found statistical significance that teachers who held professional teaching licenses 
earned higher evaluation scores than teachers who held apprentice teaching licenses.  
In addition, Davis found that administrators with 11 or more years of experience tended 
to give higher observation scores to teachers.  Davis’s findings support findings from the 
Tennessee Department of Education (2012) regarding the need to complete in depth 
training with both teachers and evaluators in relation to accuracy in using the 
Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) rubrics and evaluations. 
 Bryant (2013) examined the perceptions of school principals in relation to the 
Tennessee Education Acceleration Model (TEAM).  She found that school principals 
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held positive perceptions of the impact Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model 
(TEAM) evaluations had on effective professional growth for teachers.  The experience 
of the principal was not significant in their perceived abilities to implement Tennessee 
Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) observations adequately.  Bryant also found that 
principals perceived many positive values associated with the Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM).  Some positive values included student achievement 
increases, professional development guidance, instructional leadership support, and 
enhanced communication among teachers. 
 Bogart (2013), examined teacher perceptions of teacher evaluation and 
classroom practice in Northeast Tennessee.  He found no significant difference in 
teacher perceptions of the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) and the 
prior evaluation system used in the State of Tennessee.  He did find significant 
difference in the teachers’ perceptions of planning processes under the Tennessee 
Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) and the prior evaluation system used in 
Tennessee.  Teachers perceived the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) 
required a more detailed process.   Bogart also found that teachers perceived significant 
differences in the instructional strategies used in planning lessons for the Tennessee 
Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM).  In addition, teachers perceived a significant 
difference in the time required to plan lessons with the Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM) versus the prior evaluation model.  Bogart found that 
teachers perceived the time spent on planning lessons increased by more than 10 
minutes.                         
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Summary   
 Chapter 2 provides a review of the related literature including an overview of 
teacher evaluation, a review of legislative directives that have impacted teacher 
evaluation, an overview of the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) utilized 
as the main evaluation framework for the state, a review of effective teaching and a 
review of professional development for teachers.   
Since the creation of No Child Left Behind in 2001 schools, districts and state 
departments of education have undergone vast changes in teacher evaluation (Darling-
Hammond, 2014).  Newly developed and implemented models of teacher evaluation 
looked at multiple data sources including student performance data, classroom 
observation data and in some cases portfolio development and student survey data 
(Toch, 2016). 
Teacher evaluations served two main purposes: determining teacher 
competence or summative performance and guiding formative professional 
development needs for teachers (Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Rogers & Weems, 2010).  
The Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) was utilized to meet the purposes 
of teacher evaluation in Tennessee (Tennessee Department of Education, 2012).  The 
model examined student performance data as well as classroom observation data to 
determine a rating of 1 through 5 for Tennessee teachers, with 1 representing teachers 







The purpose of this quantitative study was to analyze the perceptions of Pre K 
through 8th grade Tennessee teachers about the impact of Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM) evaluations on classroom instructional strategies, teacher 
planning, professional development and teacher effectiveness.  Specifically, this 
research examined the perceived changes in instructional strategies utilized by 
teachers, the perceived changes in teacher planning practices and lesson preparation, 
the perceived changes in professional development activities attended by the teacher 
and the perceived impact of teacher evaluation and feedback on teacher effectiveness.  
Chapter 3 is an overview of the design of the research, research questions, null 
hypotheses, population surveyed, data collection procedures, data analysis procedures, 
and a chapter summary.  
  
Research Questions and Null Hypotheses 
The following questions were used to guide the nonexperimental quantitative research 
design: 
Research Question 1:  Is there a significant difference in mean scores on the 
instructional strategies dimension of the teacher perception survey among teachers in 
three years of experience groups (1-5 years, 6-10 years, 11 or more years)? 
Ho1: There is not a significant difference in mean scores on the instructional 
strategies dimension of the teacher perception survey among teachers in three years of 
experience groups (1-5 years, 6-10 years, 11 or more years). 
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Research Question 2:  Is there a significant difference in mean scores on the 
instructional strategies dimension of the teacher perception survey between teachers 
with a bachelor’s degree, master’s degree or post-master’s degree?  
Ho2: There is not a significant difference in mean scores on the instructional 
strategies dimension of the teacher perception survey between teachers with a 
bachelor’s degree, master’s degree or post-master’s degree. 
Research Question 3:  Is there a significant difference in mean scores on the 
teacher planning dimension of the teacher perception survey among teachers in three 
years of experience groups (1-5 years, 6-10 years, 11 or more years)? 
Ho3: There is not a significant difference in mean scores on the teacher planning 
dimension of the teacher perception survey among teachers in three years of 
experience groups (1-5 years, 6-10 years, 11 or more years). 
Research Question 4:  Is there a significant difference in mean scores on the 
teacher planning dimension of the teacher perception survey between teachers with a 
bachelor’s degree, master’s degree or post-master’s degree? 
Ho4: There is not a significant difference in mean scores on the teacher planning 
dimension of the teacher perception survey between teachers with a bachelor’s degree, 
master’s degree or post-master’s degree. 
Research Question 5:  Is there a significant difference in mean scores on the 
teacher effectiveness dimension of the teacher perception survey among teachers in 
three years of experience groups (1-5 years, 6-10 years, 11 or more years)? 
Ho5: There is not a significant difference in mean scores on the teacher 
effectiveness of the teacher perception survey among teachers in three years of 
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experience groups (1-5 years, 6-10 years, 11 or more years). 
Research Question 6:  Is there a significant difference in mean scores on the 
teacher effectiveness dimension of the teacher perception survey between teachers 
with a bachelor’s degree, master’s degree or post-master’s degree? 
Ho6: There is not a significant difference in mean scores on the teacher 
effectiveness dimension of the teacher perception survey between teachers with a 
bachelor’s degree, master’s degree or post-master’s degree? 
Research Question 7:  Is there a significant difference in mean scores on the 
professional development dimension of the teacher perception survey among teachers 
in three years of experience groups (1-5 years, 6-10 years, 11 or more years)? 
Ho7:  There is not a significant difference in mean scores on the professional 
development dimension of the teacher perception survey among teachers in three years 
of experience groups (1-5 years, 6-10 years, 11 or more years). 
Research Questions 8:  Is there a significant difference in mean scores on the 
professional development dimension of the teacher perception survey between teachers 
with a bachelor’s degree, master’s degree or post-master’s degree? 
Ho8:  There is not a significant difference in mean scores on the professional 
development dimension of the teacher perception survey between teachers with a 
bachelor’s degree, master’s degree or post-master’s degree. 
 
Population and Sample 
The population of this study included approximately 650 Pre K through 8th grade 
teachers from two school districts in Northeast Tennessee.  One district is a county 
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school system comprised of approximately 450 teachers, while the second district is a 
city school system with approximately 200 teachers.  Permission was requested to seek 
participation from all teachers evaluated under the Tennessee Educator Acceleration 
Model in the two participating school districts.  Permission was granted by the Director 
of Schools or a designee in each school district.  The TEAM Teacher Survey was 
completed by 161 teachers in the two districts surveyed.  
 
Instrumentation 
A survey instrument was developed by the researcher based on the literature 
reviewed (Appendix B).  The survey was distributed electronically through 
SurveyMonkey. The survey contained 20 declarative statements and asked for 
responses based on a 6 point Likert-type scale with 1 representing strongly disagree, 2 
representing disagree, 3 representing somewhat disagree, 4 representing somewhat 
agree, 5 representing agree and 6 representing strongly agree.  Demographic data 
were collected to insure that teachers have been evaluated under TEAM for at least one 
evaluation cycle.  Survey items addressed four dimensions: instructional strategies, 
teacher planning, teacher effectiveness and professional development.   
Validity of the survey was established by expert review prior to data collection.  
The researcher vetted the survey through the Educational Leadership and Policy 
Analysis department at East Tennessee State University with purposefully-selected, 
currently-practicing Tennessee teachers.  The survey was developed to yield 
quantitative data.  Teachers in participating districts were selected because of the 
requirement for using the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) evaluation 
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rubrics.  
Data Collection  
 Permission was obtained from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) of East 
Tennessee State University before any research began.  Approval was obtained from 
the Director of Schools for each of the school districts surveyed.  Data were collected 
through an electronic survey.   Survey links were emailed to all teachers in two school 
districts regardless of content area taught.  Only teachers who have been evaluated 
under the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model for at least one evaluation cycle 
were used for data comparisons.  Participation in the survey was completely 
anonymous.  Data collected were analyzed to determine significance.  
Data Analysis 
Nonexperimental quantitative methodology utilizing a survey instrument to collect 
data was used for this research.  All data were analyzed using IBM-SPSS to test for 
significance.  Data collected for each research question were analyzed with a one-way 
Anova.  The one-way ANOVA test assessed whether the means on a dependent 
variable are different among groups (Green & Salkind, 2010).  In this study the one-way 
ANOVA was used to analyze the means between teacher experience groups and 
teacher degree levels.         
Summary 
For this research the researcher used a nonexperiemental, quantitative research 
design with a survey instrument for data collection.  Teachers were surveyed for their 
perceptions of the impact of Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) 
evaluations on classroom instructional practices, teacher planning, professional 
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development and teacher effectiveness.  The survey instrument provided opportunity for 


























The purpose of this quantitative study was to analyze the perceptions of Pre K 
through 8th grade Tennessee teachers about the impact of Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM) evaluations on classroom instructional strategies, teacher 
planning, professional development and teacher effectiveness.  The population of this 
study was 650 PK-12 public school teachers from two school districts in Northeast 
Tennessee.  A survey was sent electronically to all teachers in the selected districts.  
The survey was completely anonymous so no records were collected to determine how 
many survey responses were collected from each district. 
In this chapter data were presented and analyzed to answer eight research 
questions and eight null hypotheses.  Data were analyzed from a 20 item survey 
measured on a 6-point Likert scale.  Survey items 1-5 addressed the instructional 
strategies dimension, items 6-10 addressed the teacher planning dimension, items 11-
15 addressed the teacher effectiveness dimension and items 16-20 addressed the 
professional development dimension.  Data were collected through an online survey 
format using Google Forms.  The survey was distributed two times and obtained a 
return rate of 25% for a total of 161 participants. 
In this study 650 PK-12 public school teachers from two Northeast Tennessee 
school districts were asked to participate in a survey.  The survey began with two 
demographic questions.  These demographics included the years of teaching 
experience of the teacher as well as the degree level of the teacher.  Results indicated 
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that 22.4% of respondents had taught from 1-5 years, 25.6% of respondents had taught 
from 6-10 years, and 51.9% of respondents had taught from 11 or more years.  In terms 
of respondents, 40% held a bachelor’s degree, 42.5 % held a master’s degree and 
17.5% held a post master’s degree.  Table 2 details the respondent’s years of 
experience and Table 3 details the degree levels of the respondents. 
 
Table 2 
Distribution of Survey Respondents by Years of Experience 
Years of Experience % of Respondents Total # of Respondents 
1-5 21.88 35 
6-10 26.25 42 




Distribution of Survey Respondents by Degree Level   
Degree Level % of Respondents Total # of Respondents 
Bachelor’s Degree 40.00 64 
Master’s Degree 42.50 68 
Post Master’s Degree 17.50 28 
   
Research Question 1 
 
Research Question 1:  Is there a significant difference in mean scores on the 
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instructional strategies dimension of the teacher perception survey among teachers in 
three years of experience groups (1-5 years, 6-10 years, 11 or more years)? 
Ho1: There is not a significant difference in mean scores on the instructional 
strategies dimension of the teacher perception survey among teachers in three years of 
experience groups (1-5 years, 6-10 years, 11 or more years). 
A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to evaluate the 
relationship between the instructional strategies dimension of the teacher perception 
survey and the years of experience of the teacher.  The factor variable, years of 
experience, included 3 levels: 1-5 years experience, 6-10 years experience and 11 or 
more years experience.  The dependent variable was the mean score on Dimension 1 
(Instructional Strategies) of the TEAM Teacher Perception Survey (questions 1-5).  The 
ANOVA was not significant, F(2, 155) = 2.23, p = .111.  Therefore, Ho1 was retained. 
The strength of the relationship between instructional strategies and years of 
experience, as assessed by η2, was .03.  The results indicated reported instructional 
strategies were not significantly related to the years of experience of the teacher.  The 
means and standard deviations for the three groups are reported in Table 4.   
 
Table 4 
Means and Standard Deviations of 3 Years of Experience Groups (Dimension 1) 
Years of Experience N M SD 
1-5 Years 35 22.51 5.28 
6-10 Years 42 22.86 4.35 
11 or More Years 81 21.04 5.20 
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Research Question 2 
Research Question 2:  Is there a significant difference in mean scores on the 
instructional strategies dimension of the teacher perception survey between teachers 
with a bachelor’s degree, master’s degree or post-master’s degree?  
Ho2: There is not a significant difference in mean scores on the instructional 
strategies dimension of the teacher perception survey between teachers with a 
bachelor’s degree, master’s degree or post-master’s degree. 
A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to evaluate the 
relationship between the instructional strategies dimension of the teacher perception 
survey and the degree level of the teacher.  The factor variable, degree level, included 3 
levels: bachelor’s degree, master’s degree and post-master’s degree.  The dependent 
variable was the mean score Dimension 1 (Instructional Strategies) of the TEAM 
Teacher Perception Survey (questions 1-5).  The ANOVA was not significant, F(2, 155) 
= 2.57, p = .080.  Therefore, Ho2 was retained. The strength of the relationship between 
instructional strategies and degree level, as assessed by η2, was .03.  The results 
indicated reported instructional strategies were not significantly related to the degree 
level of the teacher.  The means and standard deviations for the three groups are 








Means and Standard Deviations of 3 Degree Levels (Dimension 1) 
Degree Level N M SD 
Bachelor’s Degree 64 22.55 5.19 
Master’s Degree 66 20.79 5.25 
Post Master’s Degree 28 22.75 3.75 
   
Research Question 3 
Research Question 3:  Is there a significant difference in mean scores on the 
teacher planning dimension of the teacher perception survey among teachers in three 
years of experience groups (1-5 years, 6-10 years, 11 or more years)? 
Ho3: There is not a significant difference in mean scores on the teacher planning 
dimension of the teacher perception survey among teachers in three years of 
experience groups (1-5 years, 6-10 years, 11 or more years). 
A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to evaluate the 
relationship between the teacher planning dimension of the teacher perception survey 
and the years of experience of the teacher.  The factor variable, years of experience, 
included 3 levels: 1-5 years experience, 6-10 years experience and 11 or more years 
experience.  The dependent variable was the mean score on Dimension 2 (Teacher 
Planning) of the TEAM Teacher Perception Survey (questions 6-10).  The ANOVA was 
not significant, F(2, 153) = 1.53, p = .221.  Therefore, Ho3 was retained. The strength of 
the relationship between teacher planning and years of experience, as assessed by η2, 
was .02.  The results indicated reported teacher planning was not significantly related to 
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the years of experience of the teacher.  The means and standard deviations for the 
three groups are reported in Table 6.  
 
Table 6 
Means and Standard Deviations of 3 Years of Experience Groups (Dimension 2) 
Years of Experience N M SD 
1-5 Years 35 22.97 3.79 
6-10 Years 40 21.80 4.67 
11 or More Years 81 21.41 4.56 
 
Research Question 4 
Research Question 4:  Is there a significant difference in mean scores on the 
teacher planning dimension of the teacher perception survey between teachers with a 
bachelor’s degree, master’s degree or post-master’s degree? 
Ho4: There is not a significant difference in mean scores on the teacher planning 
dimension of the teacher perception survey between teachers with a bachelor’s degree, 
master’s degree or post-master’s degree. 
A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to evaluate the 
relationship between the teacher planning dimension of the teacher perception survey 
and the degree level of the teacher.  The factor variable, degree level, included 3 levels: 
bachelor’s degree, master’s degree and post-master’s degree.  The dependent variable 
was the mean score on Dimension 2 (Teacher Planning) of the TEAM Teacher 
Perception Survey (questions 6-10).  The ANOVA was not significant, F(2, 153) = 2.26, 
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p = .108.  Therefore, Ho4 was retained. The strength of the relationship between 
instructional strategies and degree level, as assessed by η2, was .03.  The results 
indicated reported teacher planning was not significantly related to the degree level of 




Means and Standard Deviations of 3 Degree Levels (Dimension 2) 
Degree Level N M SD 
Bachelor’s Degree 64 22.73 4.12 
Master’s Degree 66 21.11 4.41 
Post Master’s Degree 28 21.62 5.08 
 
Research Question 5 
Research Question 5:  Is there a significant difference in mean scores on the 
teacher effectiveness dimension of the teacher perception survey among teachers in 
three years of experience groups (1-5 years, 6-10 years, 11 or more years)? 
Ho5: There is not a significant difference in mean scores on the teacher 
effectiveness of the teacher perception survey among teachers in three years of 
experience groups (1-5 years, 6-10 years, 11 or more years). 
A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to evaluate the 
relationship between the teacher effectiveness dimension of the teacher perception 
survey and the years of experience of the teacher.  The factor variable, years of 
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experience, included three levels: 1-5 years experience, 6-10 years experience and 11 
or more years experience.  The dependent variable was the mean score on Dimension 
3 (Teacher Effectiveness) of the TEAM Teacher Perception Survey. The ANOVA was 
significant, F(2, 153) = 3.37, p = .037. Therefore, Ho5 was rejected. The mean scores 
on Dimension 3 for the three years of experience groups were not similar. Effect size 
assessed by η2 was .04. Because the overall F test was significant, post hoc multiple 
comparisons were conducted to evaluate pairwise difference among the means of the 
three groups. A Tukey procedure was selected for the multiple comparisons because 
equal variances were assumed. There was a significant difference (p = .033) in the 
means between teachers with 1-5 years experience and teachers with 11 or more years 
experience. However, there were no other statistically significant pairwise differences 
between the other experience groups. The means and standard deviations for the 
groups are reported in Table 8. 
 
Table 8 
Means, Standard Deviations, and 95% Confidence Intervals for 3 Years of Experience 
Groups (Dimension 3) 
Years of Experience N M SD   1-5 years 11 or More Years 
1-5 Years 35 21.37 5.85  .20 to 5.99 
6-10 Years 41 19.85 5.16 -4.81 to 1.77  




Research Question 6 
Research Question 6:  Is there a significant difference in mean scores on the 
teacher effectiveness dimension of the teacher perception survey between teachers 
with a bachelor’s degree, master’s degree or post-master’s degree? 
Ho6: There is not a significant difference in mean scores on the teacher 
effectiveness dimension of the teacher perception survey between teachers with a 
bachelor’s degree, master’s degree or post-master’s degree? 
A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to evaluate the 
relationship between the teacher effectiveness dimension of the teacher perception 
survey and the degree level of the teacher.  The factor variable, degree level, included 3 
levels: bachelor’s degree, master’s degree and post-master’s degree.  The dependent 
variable was Dimension 3 (Teacher Effectiveness) on the TEAM Teacher Perception 
Survey (questions 11-15).  The ANOVA was not significant, F(2, 153) = 2.93, p = .056.  
Therefore, Ho6 was retained. The strength of the relationship between instructional 
strategies and degree level, as assessed by η2, was .04.  The results indicated reported 
teacher effectiveness was not significantly related to the degree level of the teacher.  









Means and Standard Deviations of 3 Degree Levels (Dimension 3) 
Degree Level N M SD 
Bachelor’s Degree 62 20.37 5.85 
Master’s Degree 66 18.02 6.47 
Post Master’s Degree 28 20.43 5.44 
 
Research Question 7 
Research Question 7:  Is there a significant difference in mean scores on the 
professional development dimension of the teacher perception survey among teachers 
in three years of experience groups (1-5 years, 6-10 years, 11 or more years)? 
Ho7:  There is not a significant difference in mean scores on the professional 
development dimension of the teacher perception survey among teachers in three years 
of experience groups (1-5 years, 6-10 years, 11 or more years). 
A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to evaluate the 
relationship between the professional development dimension of the teacher perception 
survey and the years of experience of the teacher.  The factor variable, years of 
experience, included three levels: 1-5 years experience, 6-10 years experience and 11 
or more years experience.  The dependent variable was the mean score on Dimension 
4 (Professional Development) of the TEAM Teacher Perception Survey (questions 16-
20). The ANOVA was significant, F(2, 155) = 3.10, p = .048. Therefore, Ho7 was 
rejected. The mean scores on Dimension 4 for the three years of experience groups 
were not similar. Effect size assessed by η2 was .04. Because the overall F test was 
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significant, post hoc multiple comparisons were conducted to evaluate pairwise 
difference among the means of the three groups. A Tukey procedure was selected for 
the multiple comparisons because equal variances were assumed. There was a 
significant difference (p = .042) in the means between teachers with 1-5 years 
experience and teachers with 11 or more years experience. However, there were no 
other statistically significant pairwise differences between the other experience groups. 
The means and standard deviations for the groups are reported in Table 10. 
 
Table 10 
Means, Standard Deviations, and 95% Confidence Intervals for 3 Years of Experience 
Groups (Dimension 4) 
Years of Experience N M SD     1-5 years 11 or More Years 
1-5 Years 34 21.53 5.54  -.05 to 5.01 
6-10 Years 43 20.63 5.22 -3.74 to 1.94  
11 or More Years 81 19.05 5.11  -5.01 to .05  
 
Research Question 8 
Research Questions 8:  Is there a significant difference in mean scores on the 
professional development dimension of the teacher perception survey between teachers 
with a bachelor’s degree, master’s degree or post-master’s degree? 
Ho8:  There is not a significant difference in mean scores on the professional 
development dimension of the teacher perception survey between teachers with a 
bachelor’s degree, master’s degree or post-master’s degree. 
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A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to evaluate the 
relationship between the professional development dimension of the teacher perception 
survey and the degree level of the teacher.  The factor variable, degree level, included 3 
levels: bachelor’s degree, master’s degree and post-master’s degree.  The dependent 
variable was the mean score on Dimension 4 (Professional Development) of the TEAM 
Teacher Perception Survey (questions 16-20).  The ANOVA was not significant, F(2, 
155) = 2.20, p = .114.  Therefore, Ho8 was retained. The strength of the relationship 
between professional development and degree level, as assessed by η2, was .03.  The 
results indicated reported professional development was not significantly related to the 
degree level of the teacher.  The means and standard deviations for the three groups 
are reported in Table 11. 
 
Table 11 
Means and Standard Deviations of 3 Degree Levels (Dimension 4) 
Degree Level N M SD 
Bachelor’s Degree 63 20.57 5.63 
Master’s Degree 67 19.01 5.04 





 In this chapter data obtained from PK-8 teacher participants were presented and 
analyzed.  There were 8 research questions and eight corresponding null hypotheses.  
Results for Research Questions 1 and 2 indicated there was no significant difference in 
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the instructional strategies dimension of the TEAM Teacher Survey in relation to years 
of teacher experience or degree level.  Results for Research Questions 3 and 4 
indicated there was no significant difference in the teacher planning dimension of the 
TEAM Teacher Survey in relation to years of teacher experience or degree level.  
Research Question 5 indicated there was a significant difference in the teacher 
effectiveness dimension of the TEAM Teacher Survey among teacher with 1-5 years of 
experience and teachers with 11 of more years experience.  Research Question 6 
revealed no significant difference in the teacher effectiveness dimension of the TEAM 
Teacher Survey in relation to degree level.  Research Question 7 indicated there was a 
significant difference in the professional development dimension of the TEAM Teacher 
Survey among teachers with 1-5 years of experience and teachers with 11 or more 
years experience.  Research Question 8 indicated there was no significant difference in 
the professional development dimension of the TEAM Teacher Survey in relation to 













SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PRACTICE AND 
FURTHER RESEARCH 
This chapter contains the findings, conclusions and recommendations for readers 
who may use the results of this study as a resource when developing, reviewing and 
revising teacher evaluation models. The purpose of this study was to determine the 
perceptions of Pre K through 8th grade Tennessee teachers about the impact of 
Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) evaluations on classroom instructional 
strategies, teacher planning, professional development and teacher effectiveness.  This 
study was conducted using data retrieved from surveys completed by participating 
teachers in two Northeast Tennessee School Districts.  Data from 161 respondents was 
analyzed to determine significance.   
Summary 
 The statistical analysis reported in this study was based on eight research 
questions presented in Chapters 1 and 3.  Each research question had one 
corresponding null hypothesis.  Each research question was analyzed using a one-way 
ANOVA.  The total number of PK-8 teacher participants in the study was 161.  The level 
of significance used in each test was.05.  Findings indicated there was no significant 
difference in the instructional strategies or teacher planning dimensions of the TEAM 
Teacher Survey in relationship to years of experience or degree level.  Respondents’ 
perceptions of teacher effectiveness were not significant in relation to degree level, but 
they were significant in relation to years of experience.  Teachers with 11 or more years 
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experience produced a mean score of 18.28 while teachers with 0-5 years experience 
produced a mean score of 21.37.  The professional development dimension of the 
TEAM Teacher Survey was not significant in relation to degree level but was significant 
in relation to years of experience.  Teachers with 11 or more years experience produced 
a mean score of 19.05 while teachers with 1-5 years experience had a mean score of 
21.53. 
Conclusions 
 The purpose of this quantitative study was to analyze the perceptions of Pre K 
through 8th grade Tennessee teachers about the impact of Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM) evaluations on classroom instructional strategies, teacher 
planning, professional development and teacher effectiveness.  Specifically, this 
research assessed the relationship between years of experience and degree level as it 
related to teacher perceptions of the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) 
instructional strategies, teacher planning practices, professional development and 
teacher effectiveness.   
 The following conclusions were based upon the findings from the data of this 
study: 
1.  The results of a one-way ANOVA suggested no significant difference was found 
in the mean scores of the instructional strategies dimension of the TEAM 
Teacher Survey based on years experience of the teacher.  Teachers with 1-5 
years experience had a mean score of 22.51, teachers with 6-10 years 
experience had a mean score of 22.86 and teachers with 11 or more years 
experience had a mean score of 21.04.  Each experience group’s perceptions 
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revealed they agreed that instructional strategies had changed and improved 
since implementing the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM).  
Questions related to the overall perception of the instructional strategies 
dimension of the TEAM teacher survey were specific to the following aspects:  
change in instructional strategies used, improved questioning abilities, improved 
feedback to students, and improved used of assessment as an instructional 
strategy.  These findings support previous research from the National Institute for 
Excellence in teaching (2014) that found student achievement and teacher 
performance improved when comprehensive, multi-dimensional evaluation 
models were implemented.  Darling-Hammond (2014) shared that 
comprehensive evaluation systems must have the goal of improving the quality of 
teaching.  Teachers who participated in this survey perceived improvements in 
their teaching strategies since implementing the Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM).   
2.  The results of a one-way ANOVA suggested no significant difference was found 
in the mean scores of the instructional strategies dimension of the TEAM 
Teacher Survey based on degree level of the teacher.  Teachers with 1-5 years 
experience had a mean score of 22.55, teachers with 6-10 years experience had 
a mean score of 20.79 and teachers with 11 or more years experience had a 
mean score of 22.75.  Each degree group’s perceptions revealed they agreed 
that instructional strategies had changed and improved since implementing the 
Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM).  Questions related to the 
overall perception of the instructional strategies dimension of the TEAM teacher 
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survey were specific to the following aspects:  change in instructional strategies 
used, improved questioning abilities, improved feedback to students, and 
improved used of assessment as an instructional strategy.  These findings 
support previous research from the National Institute for Excellence in teaching 
(2014) that found student achievement and teacher performance improved when 
comprehensive, multi-dimensional evaluation models were implemented.  
Darling-Hammond (2014) shared that comprehensive evaluation systems must 
have the goal of improving the quality of teaching.  Teachers who participated in 
this survey perceived improvements in their teaching strategies since 
implementing the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM). 
3.   The results of a one-way ANOVA suggest no significant difference was found in 
the mean scores of the teacher planning dimension of the TEAM Teacher Survey 
based on years experience of the teacher.  Teachers with 1-5 years experience 
had a mean score of 22.97, teachers with 6-10 years experience had a mean 
score of 21.80 and teachers with 11 or more years experience had a mean score 
of 21.41.  Each experience group’s perceptions revealed they agreed that 
teacher planning practices had changed since implementing the Tennessee 
Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM).  Teachers in the 1-5 year experience 
group earned the highest mean score in perceived changes to planning practices 
indicating they had strong opinions about the changes to their planning practices.  
Questions related to the overall perception of the teacher planning dimension of 
the TEAM teacher survey were specific to the following aspects:  increased 
planning time, utilizing the TEAM rubric in daily planning, creation of more 
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detailed lesson plans, use of assessment data in planning, and increased focus 
on student work and outcomes. These findings support previous research from 
Bogart (2014) who found significant difference in the teachers’ perceptions of 
planning processes under the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) 
and the prior evaluation system used in Tennessee.  Teachers perceived the 
Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) required a more detailed 
process.   Bogart also found that teachers perceived significant differences in the 
instructional strategies used in planning lessons for the Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM).  In addition, teachers perceived a significant 
difference in the time required to plan lessons with the Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM) versus the prior evaluation model.  Bogart found that 
teachers perceived the time spent on planning lessons increased by more than 
10 minutes.  Regardless of experience, teachers in this study agreed that 
perceived changes to their planning practices had occurred since the 
implementation of the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM).  
4.  The results of a one-way ANOVA suggest no significant difference was found in 
the mean scores of the teacher planning dimension of the TEAM Teacher Survey 
based on degree level of the teacher.  Teachers with 1-5 years experience had a 
mean score of 22.73, teachers with 6-10 years experience had a mean score of 
21.11 and teachers with 11 or more years experience had a mean score of 
21.62.  Each degree group’s perceptions revealed they agreed that teacher 
planning practices had changed since implementing the Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM).  Teachers in the 1-5 year experience group earned 
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the highest mean score in perceived changes to planning practices indicating 
they had strong opinions about the changes to their planning practices.  
Questions related to the overall perception of the teacher planning dimension of 
the TEAM teacher survey were specific to the following aspects:  increased 
planning time, utilizing the TEAM rubric in daily planning, creation of more 
detailed lesson plans, use of assessment data in planning, and increased focus 
on student work and outcomes. These findings support previous research from 
Bogart (2014) that found significant difference in the teachers’ perceptions of 
planning processes under the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) 
and the prior evaluation system used in Tennessee.  Teachers perceived the 
Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) required a more detailed 
process.   Bogart also found that teachers perceived significant differences in the 
instructional strategies used in planning lessons for the Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM).  In addition, teachers perceived a significant 
difference in the time required to plan lessons with the Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM) versus the prior evaluation model.  Bogart reported 
that teachers perceived the time spent on planning lessons increased by more 
than 10 minutes.  Regardless of experience, teachers in this study agreed that 
perceived changes to their planning practices had occurred since the 
implementation of the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM).    
5.  The results of a one-way ANOVA suggested significant difference was found in 
the mean scores of the teacher effectiveness dimension of the TEAM Teacher 
Survey among teachers in the 1-5 years of experience group and teachers in the 
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11 or more years of experience group.  Teachers with 1-5 years experience had 
a mean score of 21.37 while teachers with 11 or more years experience had a 
mean score of 18.28.  The mean score for teachers with 1-5 years experience 
indicated they agreed that teacher effectiveness was impacted by the Tennessee 
Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM).  Teachers with 11 or more years 
experience indicated they somewhat agreed that the Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model  (TEAM) had impacted teacher effectiveness. Questions 
related to the overall perception of the teacher effectiveness dimension of the 
TEAM teacher survey were specific to the following aspects:  accurate 
measurement of teaching ability, improvements in teaching quality resulting from 
implementing the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM), 
improvements in student learning resulting from implementing the Tennessee 
Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM), and increased focus on standards and 
objectives under the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) 
framework.  These finding for teachers in the 1-5 years experience group support 
previous research from Bryant (2013) who found principals perceived many 
positive values associated with the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model 
(TEAM).  Some of the positive values she identified included student 
achievement increases, professional development guidance, instructional 
leadership support, and enhanced communication among teachers.  Darling-
Hammond (2014) found that evaluation systems that focus on results from one 
test combined with occasional classroom observations were not helpful in 
promoting quality teaching.  This research aligns with the opinions of teachers in 
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the 11 or more years experience group.   
6.  The results of a one-way ANOVA suggested no significant difference was found 
in the mean scores of the teacher effectiveness dimension of the TEAM Teacher 
Survey based on degree level of the teacher.  Teachers with a bachelor’s degree 
had a mean score of 20.37, teachers with a master’s degree had a mean score 
of 18.02 and teachers with a post-master’s degree had a mean score of 20.43.  
These results indicated teachers with a bachelors’ degree and teachers with a 
post-master’s degree agreed that the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model 
(TEAM) accurately assessed their teaching ability and led to improvements in 
teaching and learning.  Teachers with a master’s degree somewhat agreed that 
team accurately assessed their teaching ability and led to improvements in 
teaching and learning.  Questions related to the overall perception of the teacher 
effectiveness dimension of the TEAM teacher survey were specific to the 
following aspects:  accurate measurement of teaching ability, improvements in 
teaching quality resulting from implementing the Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM), improvements in student learning resulting from 
implementing the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM), and 
increased focus on standards and objectives under the Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM) framework.  These findings for teachers with a 
bachelor’s degree and teachers with a post-master’s degree support previous 
research from Bryant (2013) who found principals perceived many positive 
values associated with the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM).  
Some of the positive values she identified included student achievement 
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increases, professional development guidance, instructional leadership support, 
and enhanced communication among teachers.  Darling-Hammond (2014) found 
that evaluation systems that focus on results from one test combined with 
occasional classroom observations were not helpful in promoting quality 
teaching.  This research aligns with the opinions of teachers in the master’s 
degree group. 
7.  The results of a one-way ANOVA suggested significant difference was found in 
the mean scores of the professional development dimension of the TEAM 
Teacher Survey among teachers in the 1-5 years of experience group and 
teachers in the 11 or more years of experience group.  Teachers with 1-5 years 
experience had a mean score of 21.53 while teachers with 11 or more years 
experience had a mean score of 19.05.  The mean score for teachers with 1-5 
years experience indicated they agreed that professional development was 
impacted by the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM).  Teachers 
with 11 or more years experience indicated they somewhat agreed that the 
Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) had impacted professional 
development for teachers. Questions related to the overall perception of the 
professional development dimension of the TEAM teacher survey were specific 
to the following aspects:  the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) 
framework is used to guide selection of professional development activities, 
refinements from the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) are used 
to guide professional development, specific suggestions for professional 
development are received in post conferences, consistent reflection on 
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Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) evaluations is used to guide 
professional development, and teachers discuss how to best meet the 
requirements of the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM).  These 
finding for teachers in the 1-5 years experience group support previous research 
from Danielson and McGreal (2000) and Rogers and Weems (2010) who shared 
that informing professional development is one main purpose of teacher 
evaluations.  Research from Darling-Hammond indicated that supports needed to 
foster professional development were not in place.  This research supports the 
opinions of teachers with 11 or more years experience in their belief that 
professional development is not significantly impacted by Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM) evaluations.  
8.  The results of a one-way ANOVA suggested no significant difference was found 
in the mean scores of the professional development dimension of the TEAM 
Teacher Survey based on degree level of the teacher.   Teachers with a 
bachelor’s degree had a mean score of 20.57, teachers with a master’s degree 
had a mean score of 19.01 and teachers with a post-master’s degree had a 
mean score of 21.14.  These results indicated teachers with a bachelors’ degree 
and teacher with a post-master’s degree agreed that professional development 
was impacted by the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM).  
Teachers with a master’s degree indicated they somewhat agreed that the 
Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) had impacted professional 
development for teachers.  Questions related to the overall perception of the 
professional development dimension of the TEAM teacher survey were specific 
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to the following aspects:  the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) 
framework is used to guide selection of professional development activities, 
refinements from the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) are used 
to guide professional development, specific suggestions for professional 
development are received in post conferences, consistent reflection on 
Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) evaluations is used to guide 
professional development, and teachers discuss how to best meet the 
requirements of the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM).    These 
finding for teachers with a bachelor’s degree and teachers with a post-master’s 
degree support previous research from Danielson and McGreal (2000) and 
Rogers and Weems (2010) who shared that informing professional development 
is one main purpose of teacher evaluations.  Research from Darling-Hammond 
(2014) indicated that supports needed to foster professional development were 
not in place.  This research supports the opinions of teachers with a master’s 
degree in their belief that professional development is not significantly impacted 
by Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) evaluations.  
 
Recommendations for Practice 
 The findings and conclusions of this research established a foundation for the 
following recommendations for the State Department of Education, school districts, 
school personnel and PK-8 teachers evaluated under the Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM) framework: 
1.  Teachers who participated in this study, regardless of years of experience or 
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degree level, agreed that instructional strategies have changed and improved 
since implementation of the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM).  It 
is recommended that district and school administrators capitalize on these 
changes by forming collaborative communities where teachers share 
instructional strategies that best meet the needs of students while also meeting 
the expectations of the TEAM rubrics.  Collaborative professional learning 
communities provide all teachers with avenues for improvement of the 
instructional strategies used in their classrooms (Danielson, 2011b). 
2.  Teachers who participated in this study, regardless of years of experience or 
degree level, agreed that planning practices have changed since implementation 
of the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM).  It is recommended that 
district and school administrators identify these perceived changes and 
determine if they are significantly impacting classroom instruction and student 
achievement.  Collaborative conversations concerning planning practices and the 
creation of effective lessons and strategies can build capacity among teachers of 
all ability levels.  Darling-Hammond and McLaughlin (2011) shared that teachers 
need time to collaborate and develop an in-depth understanding of their 
curriculum and desired student outcomes.  Providing time for collaborative 
conversations around planning practices can support teachers in increasing 
effective planning practices.   
3.  Some teachers surveyed only somewhat agreed that the Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM) had impacted teacher effectiveness.  Taylor and 
Tyler (2012) shared that providing teachers with increased knowledge of effective 
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teaching practices should be a byproduct of teacher evaluation systems.  It is 
recommended that state, district and school administrators continue to discuss 
with teachers specifically how and why the indicators in the TEAM rubrics are 
effective practices for successful instruction.  These discussions or trainings 
could help gain buy-in from teachers who are unsure of utilizing TEAM indicators 
to increases teacher effectiveness.  
4.  Some teachers surveyed only somewhat agreed that the Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM) impacted professional development.  Rogers and 
Weems (2010) shared that guiding professional development for teachers should 
serve as one of the main purposes for teacher evaluation.  State, district and 
school administrators should revisit the process utilized to drive professional 
development for teachers in relation to Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model 
(TEAM) evaluations.  
5.  It is recommended that evaluators receive additional trained in providing clear, 
high quality and specific feedback to experienced and highly effective teachers.  
Teachers with less that 11 years experience agreed that the TEAM process had 
a positive impact on teacher effectiveness and professional development while 
teachers with 11 or more years experience only somewhat agreed that the TEAM 
process had impacted teacher effectiveness and professional development. 
Improved feedback from administrators should help veteran and highly effective 
teachers find increased value in TEAM evaluations that provide specific feedback 
and opportunities for continued growth.    
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Recommendations for Future Research 
 The following are recommendations for future research which may add to the 
body of research on teacher evaluation and more specifically the Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM) framework in the State of Tennessee: 
1.  This study could be replicated in other regions of Tennessee in order to provide 
more extensive data collections and determine if the findings in this study remain 
true for a different or larger sample. 
2.  Replicating this study with a qualitative design could provide greater details of 
teacher perceptions in relation to the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model 
(TEAM).    
3.  Conducting a similar study with administrators or other educators involved in 
executing the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) would help 
determine if the findings in this study hold true for a broad group of educators.  
4.  This study included teachers from one county and one city school system.  
Replicating this study in only county districts or only city districts could provide 
additional insight into teacher perceptions of the Tennessee Educator 
Acceleration Model (TEAM). 
5.  Expanding this study to evaluate teacher perceptions in Title I versus non-Title I 
could provide additional insight into teacher perceptions of the Tennessee 
Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM).  
6.  A study to compare student achievement changes across the state since 
implementing the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) could help 
determine the impact of a changed evaluation model.  
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Teacher evaluation plays a vital role in education across the state of Tennessee.  
Changes implemented throughout the last decade have impacted the process for 
performing teacher evaluations.  This study examined the perceptions of Pre K through 
8 teachers about the impact the Tennessee Educator Acceleration Model (TEAM) had 
on classroom instructional strategies, teacher planning, professional development and 
teacher effectiveness.  Continued research on the topics mentioned above will add to 
the existing body of knowledge and assist with continued improvement to teacher 
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